ECHOES OF CONSPIRACY 
-Vol. 11, #2 


November 24, 1989 
Paul L. Hoch 


The JFK Assassination Information Center : 

The AIC has opened in Dallas’ West End Marketplace, near Dealey Plaza. 

The facility includes a museum, a theater, a bookstore, and a research center. 
Gary Shaw and Larry Howard are the Directors, and Larry Harris is the Archives 
and Research Director. AIC can be reached at 603 Munger Ave., Box 40, Dallas 
75202; 214-871-2770. (AIC brochure: #1989.14, 2 pp.) 

News coverage of the announcement that the AIC was to open in June was 
mixed. Some backers of the competing "Sixth Floor" project were reportedly 
upset (FWST, 28 Mar 89, #15), and the AIC’s touristy location seems to bother 
some people. A balanced account in the DMN (16 Apr, 2 pp., #16) included 
critical comments from a history professor, but one of the organizers of the 
TSBD exhibit expressed confidence that the AIC displays would be "tasteful 
and appropriate." Editorially, the Times-Herald could "only hope that the 
proposed new center will be forgotten." (30 Mar, #17) 

The AIC is affiliated with AARC in Washington; Bud Fensterwald said that 
AIC would "go much more strongly on what I could call the conspiracy angle" 
than the TSBD exhibit; (DTH, 28 Mar, #18) 

The official exhibit in the TSBD received lots of coverage; let me know 
if you need the clippings. Their brochure (2 pp., #19) alludes to the contro- 
versy briefly but not badly. E.g., "A 1978 investigation, later disputed, 
found a 95% probability of a second gunman" who missed from the knoll. 

Several of the points in the AIC brochure, under the rubric "Did you 
know," are things that I definitely don't know for sure. 

For example, when the CIA's 201- file on Oswald "was given to congress- 
ional investigators, it was empty." If true, that is news to me. 

"Photographic experts in other countries have stated that the incrim- 
inating pictures of Oswald and his weapons are clever fakes." Yes, but 
experts in this country who checked out many of the allegations have stated 
the opposite. Perhaps what the AIC means is "Despite the work of the HSCA 
photo panel, some people still think the photos are clever fakes." My own 
impression of the photo experts I heard at the public HSCA hearings was that 
they were both competent and sincere in saying that they tried hard to find 
evidence of fakery. 

Also, "FBI documents show Director J. Edgar Hoover had complete knowledge 
of Lee Harvey Oswald less than two hours after the assassination, a time when 
the Dallas police were still uncertain of the identity of their suspect." 
Hoover presumably got the FBIHQ file as soon as Oswald's name reached him - 
even if the Dallas Police were still wondering if he was really A. J. Hidell. 
What exactly is a reader of the AiC brochure supposed to infer? 

"Several witnesses said, and two films seem to confirm, that more than 
one man was on the sixth floor of the [TSBD] at the time of the shooting." 

Can the inquiring visitor at AIC see any frames from the films in which 
anything resembling a second person is actually visible? 

The AIC brochure suggests that "individual citizens willing to weigh the 
evidence" will "discover... the full truth." Such efforts may indeed 
"determine" the "historical truth", if we take "historical truth" to mean the 
long-term historians' consensus. (Blakey said that the historical truth is 
that the Mafia did it, which may turn out to be true even if the Mafia did not 
kill Kennedy.) This issue is worth some thought, because quite a few 
researchers seem to think that we can still find out who pulled the trigger(s) 
and who set up the assassination. A case can be made against focusing our 
limited resources on trying to find the "full truth" in this sense. 

The 25th anniversary. Part II: 

This issue of EX concentrates on new books and related information. 

I had hoped to get it out dated September 28, to commemorate the release, in 
1964, of the book that was supposed to stop the controversy. I can't blame 
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the earthquake for the delay, since Berkeley came through without much damage. 
The family was shaken up, but all are fine. Luckily, there was no damage to 
the house, the files on my hard disk, or even the piles of paper on my desk. 
Anyhow, November 24 is the 25th anniversary of the release of the 26 volumes - 
strategically, maybe the Warren Commission's biggest mistake. 

Thanks to EOC readers, I have a large backlog of clippings from last 
November which I hope to cover in future issues, to compensate for the 
minimal coverage of the 26th anniversary. I also have a large backlog of 
correspondence (which I intend to work my way through, even though it now 
looks permanent), and a small list of investigative projects I would like to 
get someone to do. Extensive listings in EOC seem less useful now than ten 
years ago, and I'm slowing down, but I have not retired from the case yet. 
Since EOC is on an increasingly irregular schedule, I should mention that 
nobody is dropped from the mailing list without notice unless mail is returned 
with no forwarding address. (Please let me know if you no longer want EOC.) 

Jim Garrison: 

Garrison ' s book received surprisingly gentle treatment from Ronnie Dugger 
in the NYT Book Review. (29 Jan 89, #20) The rather short and descriptive 
review also covers the Belin and Davis books. It more or less sets them 
against each other, as "a cross section of the complexity, passion, ferocity 
and gravity of this relentless national mystery." Belin "huffs" and "puffs," 
and some of his "assaults on the critics are as tendentious as some of theirs 
on the Warren Report." Davis is faulted for a lack of specific reference 
notes, and for open conjecturing (although I much prefer that to speculation 
disguised as inevitable inference). Dugger concludes, oddly, that the 
"rancorous disputes" will continue "unless Dallas County itself reopens the 
matter." We still need "the greasy thumbprint," he says (metaphorically). 

The New Orleans Times-Picayune called the book "riveting... told in a wry 
and witty style. It reads like a novel." That review, which I do not have, 
was quoted in an ad for Garrison's book. (#21) 

A review by Tim Redmond in the S.F. Bay Guardian was almost totally 
uncritical, reflecting the political correctness of Garrison's gallery of 
enemies, and a general frustration with the government and the press. 

"Garrison has written a book that every American should read. Maybe he's 
right, maybe he's wrong and maybe he's totally crazy, but he's got enough 
facts and evidence to make even a serious skeptic a bit nervous about who is 
really running the country.... Truth doesn T t matter as much as it once did 
and that may be the strongest reason of all to believe that a coup took place 
in Dallas some 25 years ago." And it may not. Even Redmond had to concede 
that "There are, unquestionably, a few serious problems with Garrison's case. 
Some of his major leaps of logic are not fully supported by the available 
evidence " (And some leaps are supported?) (1 Feb 89, #22) 

A long profile of Garrison, by Austin Wilson of AP, was based on what was 
allegedly his first lengthy interview on the case and his investigation in 19 
years. (12 Mar 89, LA Times, 3 pp. , #23) It was almost totally positive. 
There was, for example, only a passing and fuzzed-up reference to the Shaw 
trial: "The prosecution was turned into a nationally publicized farce. 

Garrison's star witness died under mysterious circumstances, and another 
witness said under cross-examination that he fingerprinted his daughter... 
to make sure that a spy hadn't taken her identity." 

One can get an idea of Garrison's style and argument in an informal and 
sympathetic setting from the edited transcript of his appearance on Tom 
Valentine's radio program on June 13, as published in Spotlight . (24 and 31 
Jul 89, 5 pp. , #24) On Shaw: "Well, he turned out to be a CIA operative. 

They wouldn't admit it during the trial, but we had the right guy." The 
Dallas Police didn't tape-record Oswald in custody — "That means they knew 
that he was going to be killed, and they couldn't care less." 
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Ted Gandolfo is the only person to denounce my EOC review - to do so 
directly to me, anyhow. The fact that I "remembered" the Meagher and Kirkwood 
books helped prove to him that the CIA was doing my research. (31 Mar 89, 

2 pp., #25) Gandolfo challenged me to publish his reply, but instead I will 
send a free copy to anyone who asks for it. 

Gandolfo also denounced me vigorously in the August 31, 1989, issue of 
his newsletter. Actually, he reprinted five pages from EOC, followed by half 
a page setting the record straight about himself and his "very close friend 
and colleague Jim Garrison." (#26) "Everything [Hoch] 'writes’ about the 
[case] is written by the CIA and I would stake my entire reputation on it!!!" 
He rests his case after an account of the Alvarez experiment which is garbled: 
for starters, I didn't fire the gun; it was a cantaloupe, not a pumpkin; and 
Gandolfo failed to mention that I got the pumpkin from Whittaker Chambers. 

Do most EOC readers agree with me about Garrison? Do you think I’m 
hopelessly prejudiced against him, or not critical enough? Or - and this is 
what I'm really curious about - do you not share my feeling that trying to 
figure out the Garrison phenomenon (and the case against Clay Shaw) is an 
important test of our work as critics? I don’t think he can be dealt with as 
just another buff with a theory, to accept or ignore at our discretion. 

"Mafia Kingfish": 

In June, Marcello's 1981 Brilab conviction was overturned by a federal 
appeals court. The racketeering-conspiracy law involved was subsequently 
changed by the Supreme Court. (AP in Lafayette, LA Daily Advertiser, 24 Jun 
89, #27) U.S. Attorney John Volz was criticized for saying that the reversal 
was "purely academic" to the government since Marcello had finished serving 
his seven-year Brilab term. (AP in same paper, 25 Jun, #28) 

Marcello remained imprisoned in Minnesota under his California conviction 
for trying to bribe a judge. His lawyer expected him to be released (with 
time off for good behavior) on October 6. (Same paper, 27 Jun, #29, with the 
Daily World version of #28) 

Marcello was in fact released on October 21. The word is that he is in 
very bad shape mentally. (There were some news reports in Louisiana, I hear, 
but I have not seen any yet.) 

The paperback edition of John Davis' "Mafia Kingfish" was published this 
month by Signet/NAL. There are some revisions, and a few new chapters, the 
longest of which includes descriptions of last November's press coverage. 

I have several reviews, mostly positive, which I can list or send on request. 

"High Treason" and the medical evidence: 

This new book, by Robert Groden and Harrison Livingstone, is subtitled 
"The Assassination of President John F. Kennedy: What Really Happened." 

It is available from Tom Davis Books, or for $16.95 (paperback) directly from 
the publisher. The Conservatory Press (212 Emily Lane, Boothwyn, PA 19061, 
which is Groden 's address). (According to a second-hand report, Tom Davis’ 
operations have been disrupted by the earthquake, but he is okay.) 

A sympathetic profile of Groden and his work, by Warren Patton, appeared 
last spring in the Jenkintown, PA Times-Chronicle . (4 pp., #30, including a 

sidebar, "What new evidence shows") It outlines the history of Groden ‘s 
analysis and presentation of the Zapruder film, and the effect this work had 
on the public and on the post-Warren-Report official investigations. 

"'We’re not a united front,' said Groden of the critics. ’That’s 
probably why we haven't been killed. That's the strength of the other side. 
They don't have to kill us because they know in some way we'll destroy each 
other.'" I disagree, perhaps fundamentally, with this analysis and its 
implications. Nonetheless, for various reasons I did not want to categor- 
ically dismiss this book in EOC (or to critique all aspects of it). 

Patton's sidebar mentions the opinion of Jerrol Custer that the X-rays in 
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evidence are not the ones he took. Questions about their authenticity have 
been raised by Dr. Robert McClelland, as well as by "Best Evidence" and "High 
Treason," so this is certainly an area deserving further attention. Another 
radiographer involved with the X-rays, Edward Reed, was the subject of an 
article in "RT Image," a publication for Radiologic Technologists. (21 Nov 
88, 3 pp., #31) The article covers his recollections of November 22, plus 
his current views (a gunman to the front, who "could have been Ruby"). 

Groden was featured on "Inside Edition" (in June, I think), along with 
Dr. McClelland and Jim Garrison. (Partial transcript: 2 pp., #32) 

A brief review of "High Treason" appeared in the Montreal Gazette. 

(30 Sep 89, #33) "Livingstone lived in Montreal for five years while writing 
this tantalizingly plausible book." 

I was looking forward to what this book had to say about the medical 
evidence - the autopsy photos in particular - because of the persistent 
uncertainty, highlighted by David Lif ton's analysis, and because of the 
authors' previous work in that area. 

Groden, as a consultant to the HSCA, submitted a report commenting on the 
work of the photo panel, which was published at' 6 HSCA 294—318. Livingstone's 
interviews with some Dallas doctors led to a major Boston Globe article by Ben 
Bradlee Jr. (3 EOC 4.8-9) Livingstone's alleged willingness to sell a set of 
autopsy photos a decade or so ago drew considerable attention at the time. 

The medical evidence is the subject of a 75-page section, an afterword, 
and part of a 55-page section on the HSCA. Most of the book, however, is a 
general overview of the case, including chapters on allegedly fake photographs 
and "strange deaths." 

The non— medical evidence will not be covered in any detail in this 
review. It may suffice to note that the authors believe many more of the 
familiar old allegations than I do, and that I was not impressed by their 
presentation of such matters. Many of the assertions seem uncritical to me. 
Typically, the 1947 memo linking Ruby to Nixon and HUAC is used, and the 
discredited Walters telex is presented as a pre-assassination document of 
confirmed authenticity. (Photo section, after p. 180.) The good bits of 
new information include important quotes from last November's XRON program. 

A detailed critique by Jan Stevens will probably appear in "The Third 
Decade." Also, Steve Barber has written a 23-page rebuttal to the chapter on 
the acoustics, available for $5 (bound in plastic) from the author at RD 2, 

Box 475, Shelby, OH 44875. ("High Treason" insists that the "acoustical 
fingerprints" from the DPD tape and the test shot "completely match.") 

The chapters on the HSCA are very negative. Among other things, Groden 
says he was coached before his testimony, and "lied" to by not being allowed a 
second appearance. (P. 47) At the time, I thought Groden did quite well in 
his public testimony, judiciously steering clear of the most extreme 
allegations previously made by himself and other critics. 

As a case for "high treason", this book reminds me of "cold fusion" - it 
promises much more than it delivers. Two chapters are entitled "Why Kennedy 
was Killed: The War Party in Power" and "Special Operations and the Secret 
Team." "Who killed President Kennedy? It took a combination of the CIA 
controlled Cuban exiles. Organized Crime, and the Ultra Right Wing, with the 
support of some politically well connected wealthy men to pull it off." 

(P. 364). Nixon is in the cast of bad guys, "a willing victim, perhaps, at 
first" of the Secret Team. (P. 385) Familiar suspects, with familiar 
arguments and supporting facts - but that is hardly persuasive evidence. 

Upon reflection, two things are striking about the kind of argument found 

not just in this book, but in too many books, articles, and TV shows that too 
many people now believe. One is the problem of maintaining the distinction 

between the assertion of evidence by other researchers, and the actual body of 

evidence. Citing secondary sources rather than primary ones has become too 
common, but the problem is broader than that. For example, many people may 
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have asserted that the backyard photos are phony and that the single-bullet- 
theory trajectory does not work, but it is misleading not to deal with the 
HSCA analyses. (Just mentioning them is not enough.) Evaluating conflicting 
allegations is not easy; many people have essentially written off the dispute 
about the acoustics as if it were an incomprehensible debate between two sets 
of experts, allowing non-experts to stick with the original analysis as if it 
had not been seriously challenged. 

The second issue is the lack of proportionality between the nature of a 
conclusion and the kind of evidence required to support it. On a small scale: 
it is one thing to observe that two frames of the Zapruder film were reversed 
in the Warren Commission volumes, but to argue that this was done "to give the 
illusion of forward motion" requires ignoring the fact that the misordering of 
the frames is obvious and, to my knowledge, did not prevent any researcher 
from detecting the rearward head snap. Incidentally, I hope it is obvious to 
all EOC readers that the item on the first page of "High Treason," captioned 
only "How the wounds actually looked" and contrasted with the Dox drawing, is 
an artist's rendition of a large wound, superimposed on a photo which 
corresponds (almost) to the Dox drawing. (#34) 

On a larger scale, if you want to make a case for high-level government 
involvement in a murder plot, you need a lot more than a string of facts, 
allegations, and arguments which do not carefully consider alternative 
interpretations . 

"High Treason" and I have irreconcilably different views on historical 
analysis. The authors say "it should be clear that the pattern of deaths and 
the violence among them shows a clear pattern of conspiracy. For the same 
reason, any evidence in this case which can be questioned and is not beyond 
reproach, indicates fabrication, taken with the deaths and the nature of the 
questioned evidence and why it is questionable." (P. 428, note 93) 

On the whole, the book is (in Robert Ranftel's phrase) a "literary head 
snap." That is, conclusions ranging from the forgery of autopsy photos to 
treason are presented as if they are obvious, once you have heard the various 
assertions marshaled in their support. The proper interpretation of the 
Zapruder-film head snap, whatever it is, is not straightforward, especially in 
light of all the other related evidence. (Most EOC readers, I hope, would 
agree.) Groden's experience on the case is unique; his straightforward and 
unambiguous public interpretation of the head snap had much to do with getting 
the case moving again after the Garrison fiasco. So I am not surprised that 
he considers the analysis in "High Treason" convincing. Some of his 
conclusions are true, but much of the analysis should not be convincing to a 
reasonably skeptical reader. 

I can't recommend this book to the uninformed, but EOC readers should 
not hesitate to buy it, in recognition of the important historical role of 
Groden's earlier work, and the long efforts of both authors, who completed 
this book "under appalling strains." (P. 415) In some ways, this is a better 
book than Garrison's - it has an index, footnotes to accessible (albeit often 
unconvincing) sources, and even the lawyer's fax number. Also, the book may 
become scarce, and it includes a color blowup of Z-335, as well as some of the 
autopsy photos. 

Turning to some details of the medical evidence: 

Groden alleged to the HSCA that some of the autopsy photos were 
forgeries, hiding the reported large rear head wound by means of a "soft edge 
matte insertion process." The evidence cited was an irregular line separating 
an area of black, wet hair from auburn, dry hair. (6 HSCA 299) 

In 1981, a panel of experts rebutted Groden's claim for Ben Bradlee. 

(3 EOC 4.8) The names of three of these experts are not indexed in "High 
Treason," and I do not recall any specific rebuttal of their arguments. 

The discussion of the autopsy photos is disappointing, and disappoint- 
ingly short. The specific evidence of forgery comes down to what Groden saw, 
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viewing the photos in quasi-stereo pairs: "The matte line clearly stood out 

from the rest of the photograph, demonstrating that the pictures are for- 
geries.... [F]or those who know what to look for, the discrepancy can easily 
be spotted.... 'There is a discomfort to the eyes,' Groden finds." (P. 89) 

If a stereo view is that important (and if Groden has the two photos), it 
could have been made available to the reader. It is easy to superimpose two 
adjacent photos without a viewer, by focusing on a finger held above them. 

One puzzling comment may be intended to apply to the official authenti- 
cations of the photos , but it seems at least as relevant to the authors ' own 
allegations of inauthenticity: "Beneath all the scientific jargon about 

authentication is ultimately only one method by which experts test photos: 
Observation in stereo. That method depends upon only one factor: Eyeballing. 

It is a matter of judgment, and there is nothing whatsoever scientific about 
it. It can depend upon the eyesight, attitude, momentary fitness or political 
persuasion of the observer . This method is also heavily dependent upon 
whether the observer knows what he is looking for." (P. 97) 

Patton wrote that Groden "points proudly to the fact that [the book] 
contains the first visual evidence from the'Zapruder film that destroys the 
credibility of the doctored autopsy photos." I'm afraid I just don't see a 
large rear head wound in Z-335, just as I don't see the matte line, or a lot 
of things Groden has seen over the years. (However, I think I can see a hole 
in the allegedly intact Walker photo; I concluded years ago that the paper on 
which the DPD had placed the photo was visible through the hole.) None- 
theless, Groden and McClelland require us to think carefully about a rear head 
wound (even though its interpretation may not be completely unambiguous). 

Of particular relevance to the charge of forgery is an explanation by 
Dr. McClelland of the photo showing the small entrance wound in the upper back 
of the head. (7 HSCA 104) On "Nova," he explained that photo as follows: 

"The pathologist has taken this loose piece of scalp, which is hanging back 
this way in most of the pictures, exposing this large wound and has pulled the 
scalp forward to take a picture. Naturally, the scalp appears to be in its 
normal state. And there doesn't seem to be any sort of wound in the area were 
I had drawn the picture that showed this large hole." 

Those comments were referred to as "speculation," although McClelland did 
not seem to be speculating. There is support in the available record for his 
statement, on page 3 of the Humes-Boswell-Finck report of January 26, 1967. 

(It is reproduced [pp. 575-579] and discussed in Harold Weisberg's Post 
Mortem . ) "Photographs Nos. 15, 16 [B&W], 42 and 43 [color] show the location 
and size of the wound, and establish that the above autopsy data [including 
'slightly above the occipital protuberance'] were accurate. Due to the' - 
fractures of the underlying bone and the elevation of the scalp by manual 
lifting (done to permit the wound to be photographed) the photographs show the 
wound to be slightly higher than its actually measured site." 

Attention has previously been focused on the bizarre last part of that 
sentence, but not (as I recall) to the possibility that "elevation of the 
scalp" referred to putting back a major flap, not just a slight lifting. 

In a conversation with Tony Summers, McClelland confirmed that he recalls 
some autopsy photos at the National Archives which clearly show a large flap 
at the back of the head. (They could be photos taken from the side.) I think 
none of the photos which have been circulated show the extent of that flap. 

In "High Treason," the issue of a flap in the rear is not dealt with in 
the detail it deserves. There is a long paragraph arguing against the 
existence of such a flap, in the context of a rebuttal to Lifton's alternate 
explanation for the Dallas - Bethesda differences (head surgery rather than 
photo forgery). (P. 34) Still, Groden and Livingstone should be given credit 
for tackling the important issues in the medical evidence. 

One photo, reproduced in both "Best Evidence" (photos 6 and 6A in the 
final photo section) and "High Treason" (before p. 387), is a superior-angle 
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” view of the head showing what appear to be a large flap, falling not straight 
down (i.e., towards the neck) but diagonally to the rear and left. 

I wonder if that part of the scalp corresponds, in position, to the flap 
which is being held up in the released photo. In the exposed underside of the 
scalp, there is a small dark area. Might it be the entrance wound? It is not 
obvious to me if it is in the right place. I would appreciate an opinion from 
someone who can decipher the anatomy. 

Maybe no photos were taken focusing on a large wound in the back of the 
head, under the flap. Maybe some were taken but did not come out. Or maybe 
someone concluded - correctly or incorrectly - that damage below the high 
entry wound established a shot from the front, and then caused such photos to 
become unavailable as evidence, just as the brain itself disappeared. (This 
could have happened as late as 1966, when the critics were raising such 
questions publicly. By late 1964 some people at "Life" and even on the Warren 
Commission staff may well have understood that the Zapruder film looked like 
strong evidence of a shot from the front, without understanding that - because 
of the jet effect - it was not as strong as it looked.) 

This explanation for some of the Suppression of autopsy evidence has a 
certain ironic appeal. On a larger scale, there remains the slight 
possibility that, after Lee Harvey Oswald went off the deep end and killed 
JFK all by himself, the government covered up so many things that the coverup 
itself became strong (but misleading) evidence of an assassination conspiracy. 

Dr. McClelland "believes the autopsy photos can be explained" without 
Groden's forgery hypothesis but that in the X-rays "there's an inconsistency. 
Some of the skull X-rays show only the back part of the head missing, with a 
fracture up in the anterior part of the skull on the right; others, on the 
other hand, show what appears to be the entire right side of the skull gone, 
with a portion of the orbit — that is, the skull around the eye — missing too. 
And that, to me, is - is an inconsistent finding; I don't understand that, 
unless there has been some attempt to cover up the nature of the wounds." 

(From "Inside Edition" [#32]) 

That is the way it looks to me also, but as a layman I have no confidence 
in my ability to read X-rays. Specifically, I wonder if the printing and/or 
enhancement processes applied to the X-rays, perhaps intended to show the 
fracture lines in better detail, might have involved turning up the contrast 
so much that thinner sections of bone appeared to vanish. (See 7 HSCA 109- 
113.) Could not a non-expert look at the pre-mortem X-ray (p. 113) and say 
that there seem to be holes in the head? I hope this issue can be pursued. 

"High Treason" reports McClelland's denunciation of the "Nova" show and 
its no-conspiracy conclusion. "Somebody is concealing the whole plot. There 
was somebody on the Grassy Knoll who shot at the President and blew his head 
off...." People concerned about conspiracy allegations coming out, McClelland 
suggests, were responsible for the "Nova" program (narrated by "sort of Amer- 
ica's father figure") emphasizing the uncertainty of the evidence, leaving us 
with "a Warren Report again. And that is an absurdity, I think." (P. 394-5) 

McClelland told Tony Summers that he thought there was a shot from the 
front. This conclusion was apparently based in part on the motion of 
Kennedy's head in the Zapruder film. McClelland commented on the backward 
motion, and noted that it cannot be explained in terms of the acceleration of 
the car, which did not occur until later. Many people (not including me) 
believe that the head snap proves a shot from the front. I wonder if the 
head-snap argument has colored McClelland's interpretation of a large hole 
lower on the head than the known entry wound. 

Is there any alternative explanation of such a hole? The hypothesis 
endorsed by "Nova" was that a bullet entering high on the back of the head 
could cause not only large cracks lower down (as suggested by the HSCA 
drawing, 7 HSCA 125) but a large actual hole in that area. On the show, this 
was mentioned only in passing (p. 21); I would like to know more about the 
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"Nova" analysis and about independent evidence for or against that hypothesis. 

It seems important to distinguish those of McClelland's conclusions which 
are based on his direct observation from those based on arguments in other 
areas, even closely related ones. 

We have learned over the years that principals may reach conclusions 
about a conspiracy not derived from the direct involvement that made them 
principals. This might apply, for example, to Dr. Burkley (9 EOC 1.2), SA 
Hosty, John Roselli (3 EOC 3.3), Ed Reed, and even Marina Oswald. Just 
because someone was directly involved in the controversy, he is not neces- 
sarily a superior judge of things he was not involved in. We should evaluate 
the conclusions of involved people as critically as we do those of others. 

''Crossfire”; 

Jim Marrs' book, "Crossfire: The Plot that Killed Kennedy," is now 

available. (Carroll & Graf, $25.95) According to the publisher's catalog, 
the author, "a veteran journalist... has spoken at length with key figures and 
numerous police, government, and news media officials involved in the case," 
and has come up with "a clear and concise overview of what really happened, 
including new and fascinating evidence on Lee Harvey Oswald's political 
background.... Marrs teaches an assassination course at the University of 
Texas." (#35; small ad in PW, 16 Jun, #36) 

I have the book, but have not read it yet. The introduction includes a 
good disclaimer, about not believing everything you read or hear from a 
source. There is, unfortunately, nb, index, which I am told was the 
publisher's decision, not the author's. Marrs credits the work of other 
researchers, mentioning their names when referring to their work, but provides 
only a bibliography, not specific footnotes. 

Marrs is responsible for much of the AIC brochure discussed above. 

He seems to think that Hoover and LBJ were involved in the plot; the book 
sheds "new light... on [their] close friendship and the latter's unpredictable 
behavior after the assassination." 

Mark Lane: 

A new book by Lane was mentioned in the June 1989 newsletter of Thunder's 
Mouth Press (#37). Publication is planned for the spring or fall of 1990. 

The book, tentatively entitled "Plausible Denial," will reveal "sensitive 
information connecting CIA activity to the [JFK] assassination." I guess that 
relates to Oswald in Mexico, as touched on in Lane’s retrospective on "Twenty- 
Five Years of Cover-up In America." (21 Nov 88, Spotlight, 6 pp., #38) (More 
on the controversial and complicated Mexico evidence in a later E.0C.) 

Steve Rivele's book on the Corsican gunmen: 

I have heard rumors of publication in English, but nothing definite. 

A Spanish edition was spotted by EOC's Kansas City correspondent in a library 
in Las Cruces, NM. According to some accounts, Rivele himself is not pursuing 
the case at present, but other people remain interested in his work. 

An extract from the book was published in French last fall (4 Nov 88, 
L‘'Express, 4 pp., #39), along with an introductory cover story (3 pp., #40) 

An English summary of #39-40 by Scott Van Wynsberghe is also available (#41). 
(Additional clippings, some in French, can be copied if you need them.) 

Oswald and Connally: 

The assassination was the cover story in Time last November 28. 

"J.F.K.'s Assassination: Who Was The Real Target? Twenty-five years later, 

a new book argues Oswald was actually out to get John Connally." The major 
article was a long excerpt from "The Lone Star," a biography of Connally by 
James Reston Jr. which is now out. (7 pp., #42) That issue also included an 
overview by Ed Magnuson, focusing on Mafia theories. (3 pp., #43) 
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Reston's pitch on TV was not persuasive. (See, e.g., #1989.2) He kept 
referring to Oswald's ninth-grade education as relevant; Reston must have had 
a memorable history course ("How to shoot famous people"?) when he was in the 
tenth grade! Connally's rebuttal - basically, that he would have been an 
easier target in a less secure setting - makes sense. Connally as Oswald's 
target is not an original idea; it was considered by the Warren Commission. 
(This vein has not been mined out. Novelist Jerome Agel, in "22 Fires," 
suggested that Oswald was shooting at Jackie. Anyone for Mrs. Connally?) 

It is tempting to pontificate on how the media lapped this up, either 
because of the prominence of the author (and his father) or because it 
provides "new twists on the lone-assassin conclusion." (#43) A full-page 
Time ad in the NYT wondered "What's your theory?" (Theirs is that 
"advertising works harder" in the magazine's "probing and challenging... 
environment.") (21 Nov, #44) The assassination is not that dominant in the 
book, but it may have filled a media niche — a conspiratorial— sounding 
analysis which still portrays Oswald as a nut with private motives. 

A more subtle explanation for the appeal of this theory to Reston is 
suggested by a Nicholas Lemann review. (Oct 89, Atlantic, 3 pp., #45) 

A biography of someone in the second tier of famous politicians can be built 
around his interesting milieu; Reston chose, instead, to focus on Connally's 
participation in historical events, and his effect on various Presidents 
(notably LBJ). In this context, the idea that Connally may have been Oswald's 
target is almost too good to pass up. 

Reston "s Easterling is Carroll Jarnagin. Amazingly, Time printed nearly 
a page on the conversation between Ruby and Oswald which Jarnagin allegedly 
overheard while Ruby was hiring Oswald for a hit on Connally. (See Kantor's 
book for a suitably skeptical su m mary . ) This analysis is far inferior to the 
rest of Reston 's assassination material. A footnote (p. 641) concedes that 
Jarnagin is "eccentric in some of his personal habits," and alleges that he 
was '“mellow, but by no means insensate" on the evening in question. According 
to the FBI, Jarnagin said in 1963 that "he does have an alcohol problem" and 
was "drunk" that evening. (26 WCH 258) Reston does not seem to regard as 
damaging Jarnagin 's claim that he was shot with a drug-laced pellet after 
talking to Henry Wade. (P. 253) It is not clear if Reston even talked to 
Jarnagin before the Time article. Jarnagin' s post— 9th— grade education seems 
to have enhanced his credibility. (Pp. 251-2) 

Reston does not quote or specifically refer to Wade's comments to the 
Warren Commission about Jarnagin. (5 WCH 232-4; one needs the Meagher index 
to uncover this reference, since Jarnagin was unnamed.) Wade said that after 
he gave Jarnagin a lie detector test he "was satisfied that he was imagining 
it." (Wade's rejection of Jarnagin's account is mentioned in #43.) 

If we were to believe Jarnagin, Robert O'Rourke observed to me, "we'd 
have to drop Reston 's theory of a vengeful Oswald in favor of a theory of 
Oswald as a paid hit man." It is hard to tell if Reston really believes the 
Jarnagin story and its implications. The story has problems in addition to 
its source. For example, O'Rourke noted in an unpublished letter to "Time" 
that the "Lee" in Jarnagin's account mentioned his plans to shoot from the 
TSBD at a time when the real Oswald was evidently seeking jobs elsewhere, and 
ten days before Ruth Paine arranged for his TSBD job interview. (#46) 

The Connally-as-target theory works better without Jarnagin, using such 
facts or plausible speculation as Oswald's lack of known hostility to Kennedy, 
his expressed dislike for Connally (understandable, as Reston depicts him), 
and the importance of the downgrading of his original Marine discharge, both 
in practical terms (when looking for jobs) and, perhaps, emotionally. 

Maybe a story like Jarnagin’s is the investigative journalist's 
equivalent of a staged re-enactment, or a handy sound bite - too convenient 
a summary to pass up? 

As far as I know, Reston has no significant new evidence on the assass- 
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ination. His work interests me because of the possible significance of the 
ONI to Oswald and to the assassination investigation. As noted at 10 EOC 2.9, 
there is evidence of just one letter from Oswald to Connally, but enough 
uncertainty in the record to allow curiosity about a second one. (Reston 
spoke to Andy Kerr - who also suspects Connally was the target - and cites his 
book, but does not clarify his account of the letter; see pp. 646 and 669.) 

On the "USA Today" TV show in February, Connally said "None of the 
letters came to me. They were handled in a routine fashion in the Navy 
Department in Washington. I - I never - I didn't know [of] the existence of 
the letters/' Since the known letter certainly went to his office before 
being forwarded to Washington over his name, I suppose Connally 's memory is 
bad and I can’t really believe that his use of the plural meant anything, but 
that is too good for me to pass up! 

The rest of the book may be much better; I have not had time to read it. 
For my notes on the assassination sections, ask for #47, 2 pp. There are some 
noteworthy points. For example, the "Nixon incident" is, indeed, more 
plausible as the "Connally incident." Reston quotes from a nasty Connally 
speech, and argues that Oswald would have liked JFK's political positions. 

(Pp. 228-30) There is much on the politics of the trip planning. Connally 
was very hostile to Sen. Yarborough. 

Reston accepts Oswald's visit to Austin (hoping to see Connally) and his 
encounter with Mrs. Lee Dannelly; he cites CE 2137 but not the reasoned 
dismissal. (Pp. 241-2; cf. WCR 732, Dannelly unnamed.) The conventional 
wisdom in the critics' books is that; her story suggests a false Oswald. 

In a vague way, Reston almost blames Connally for the assassination, as 
David Heymann (in "A Woman Named Jackie") almost blames Jackie for not pulling 
JFK out of the line of fire. Neither book mentions the editing of her WC 
testimony - she said that if she had pulled JFK down, "the second shot would 
have gotten Governor Connally," which became "would not have hit him [JFK]." 

An appendix about the assassination is not very sophisticated technically 
- like most critics, Reston does not pay attention to the HSCA trajectory 
analysis - but there is some good stuff, e.g. on the historical importance of 
Connally 's dissent from the single-bullet theory. Reston says Lane had 
exaggerated Connally 's earlier dissent, but in 1966 "Connally made a gentleman 
out of Mark Lane." (Reston has written about Jim Jones and is presumably not 
fond of Lane.) "Connally wanted it both ways. He wanted his two-bullet 
theory, and yet he recoiled at the notion of being in league with the likes of 
Mark Lane." Reston quotes memos (unfamiliar to me) from Jack Valenti and John 
Roche to LBJ emphasize how serious a political issue this all was back then. 

"Conspiracy": Expected momentarily: "A thoroughly updated edition" of Tony 

Summers 1 book, in hardcover from Paragon House, with some good new material. 

Queries: 

Q83. Does anyone have a copy of the report Itek is said to have done for 
CBS on the Bronson film? 

Q84. Any information on the implausible Donald Norton story, beyond the 
sources in the AARC index (Epstein, Flammonde, Leek, Turner in Ramparts) and 
a 10-page interview report in AARC's Garrison files? 

Q85. A good color copy of the Croft photo? 

Q86. I would be interested in hearing from an expert on (A) Clemard 
Charles (12 HSCA 55-61) or (B) the Free Cuba Committee (Scott, "The Dallas 
Conspiracy," e.g. pp. IV-22). 

Credits: Thanks to J. Davis (#20-21, 27-29), B. Fensterwald (15), J. Goldberg 

(20, 35), Larry Harris and the AIC (14, 16-19), G. Hollingsworth (20, 36), 

P. McCarthy (20), R. O'Rourke (46), W. Patton (30-31), R. Ranftel (23, 44), 

S. Van Wynsberghe (39-41), and G. Winslow (38). Paul L. Hoch 
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